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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

:OMMISSIONERS Arizona Corporatjon Commission 

dIKE GLEASON - Chairman 
NILLIAM A. MUNDELL 

CRISTIN K. MAYES 
3ARY PIERCE 

DOCKETED 

EFF HATCH-MILLER 

N THE MATTER OF: DOCKET NO. 3-20482A-06-063 1 

EDWARD A. PURVIS and MAUREEN H. PURVIS, 
iusband and wife 
1231 West Shannon 
Zhandler, Arizona 85224 

SREGG L. WOLFE and ALLISON A. WOLFE, 
husband and wife 
2092 West Dublin Lane 
Chandler, Arizona 85224 

NAKAMI CHI GROUP MINISTRIES 
INTERNATIONAL, ( m a  NCGMI), a Nevada 
corporation sole 
4400 North Scottsdale Road, Suite 9-23 1 
Scottsdale, Arizona 8525 1 

JAMES W. KEATON, Jr. and JENNIFER 
KEATON, husband and wife 
1 1398 East Whitehorn Drive, Apt. D 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 

ACI HOLDINGS, INC., a Nevada corporation 
17650 North 25fh Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85023 

DECISION NO. 70656 

OPINION AND ORDER Respondents. 

DATES OF PRE-HEARING 
CONFERENCES: November 11, 2006; February 7, June 6, August 2 and 

August 29,2007 

November 13, 14, 15, 25, 26 and 29; December 3, 4, 5, DATES OF HEARING: 
,2007; January 22,23,28,29 and 30,2008 

PLACE OF HEARING: 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: 

APPEARANCES : John Maston O'Neal, QUARLE 

Marc E. Stern 
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DOCKET NO. S-20482A-06-063 1 

On February 6, 2007, at the status confe counsel for the Division, Mr. and Mrs. Purvis, 

to discuss the status of the proceeding and pending motions. 

he Notice and the Division indicated that 

While the parties had been attempting to 

g a hearing date in mi 

was scheduled on M 

4r. and Mrs. Keaton and ACI appe 

dr. and Mrs. Wolfe and NCGMI d 

. would be filing a Default Order as 

esolve the matter without a hearing 

On February 7,2007, by Pr 

On March 16,2007, the Divisi d a Motion to Continue Hearing (“Motion”) which stated 

d out of the country during the hearing hat one of the Division’s witness 

cheduled to begin on May 14,2007. 

On April 3,2007, by Procedural Order, the hearing was continued to June 11,2007. 

On May 16, 2007, the Division filed a Motion to Allow Telephonic Testimony. There were 

io objections filed to the Motion. 

On May 18, 2007, the Purvis Respondents filed a Motion for 90-Day Extension (“Purvis 

vlotion”) which stated that Mr. Purvis had recently been indicted on charges related to this 

xoceeding and as a result “has been unable to meet with counsel and effectively communicate with 

zim with respect to the preparation of the defense. ” The Purvis Motion alluded to a possible conflict 

ssue with respect to the Commission’s counsel if called as a witness in the criminal proceeding and 

ilso argued that the Commission’s grant of a continuance to the Division entitled the Purvis 

Zespondents to similar treatment as a matter of equity. 

On May 22, 2007, the Division filed its Response to the Purvis M ion pointing out that the 

ximinal charges against Mr. Purvis did not relate to any of the securities violations alleged by the 

Division in this proceeding. The Division further related that the 90-day continuance sought by the 

Purvis Motion could ultimately cause an additional problem if a speedy trial was requested in the 

ximinal case, because the continuance could result in delaying an order of restitution in the 

Commission’s administrative proceeding. Concluding its arguments, the Division argued that the 

Purvis Motion amounted to a delaying tactic. 

On May 30,2007, by Procedural Order, the proceeding was continued to July 30,2007, due to 

a scheduling conflict with a Commission 
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DOCKET NO. S-20482A-06-063 1 

"Annual Muster Assembl 

indicated that the issues raised in t 

with the National Guard commitm 

was recessed to 

Guard obligatio 

the Division to i 

as scheduled to resu 

On August 22,2007, short 

forwarded an E-mail from the commander of Mr. Purvis' National Guard unit which appeared to 

indicate that his commanding officer had excused him from his September 8 and 9, 2007 obligation 

and rescheduled him to appear on October 13 and 14, 2007, which would not conflict with the 

pending proceeding before the Commission. After arguing the issues, the proceeding was adjourned. 

On August 23, 2007, a Procedural Order was issued finding that Respondents' 

RequesUMotion failed to establish good cause for a further continuance of this proceeding, and 

scheduled the hearing to commence on September 4,2007. 

On August 27,2007, the Purvis Respondents filed a Motion to Continue Hearing for 30 Days. 

The Purvis Respondents argued they had encountered delays in securing certain documents needed to 

defend themselves against the allegations raised in the Notice. 

On August 28, 2007, counsel for the Division and the Purvis Respondents were contacted to 

arrange a teleconference on the Purvis Respondents' Motion for August 29,2007. 

On August 29, 2007, prior to the teleconference, the Division E-mailed a response to counsel 

for the Purvis Respondents and the presiding Admini 

teleconference took place between counsel for the Division and the Purvis Respondents with the 

presiding Administrative Law Judge during which time the parties argued their positions concerning 

the requested continuance. Subsequently, by Procedural Order, in order to ensure that the 

Respondents were afforded due process, a brief continuance of 30 days was granted and additional 

dates of hearing were scheduled. Furth uling teleconference was scheduled on September 

4,2007. 

On September 4, 2007, the D d the Purvis Respond 

participated in a scheduling teleconfere 
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